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Abstract 
The comparison of substantial and dynamic parameters of personal value-meaning systems of American and Russian students (n=56) has 
revealed social and cultural differences among them. Substantial specifics demonstrate differences in the ranking of such values as freedom, 
health, cognition and close friendship within the general hierarchy of personal values. Dynamic specifics, in their turn, reveal themselves in a 
difference of perception of the attainability of values as well as in the level of realizability of the said values. The amount of the latter is 
significantly higher in American students. Results of this research show that American students have defined their life goals through the 
process of education and fulfill the existential phase of realization of meaningfulness. Russian students, on the contrary, are still in the 
process of searching for meaning of activity and have not made their choice of life perspectives yet. 
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1. Introduction 
Personality formation occurs in the process of appropriating the cultural values and historical experiences of a 
community to which a person belongs. Essential differences, therefore, between people belonging to different cultures, 
are brought to light through a system of personal values and meanings. 
In cross-cultural research data has been accumulated on conceptual aspects of value-meaning systems, which are 
determined by a hierarchy of personal values. Representatives of these cultures focus mainly on either collectivism or 
 
* Corresponding author. Tel.: +7-987-207-0562; fax: +7-483-292-6151. 
E-mail address: Nailya.Salihova@kpfu.ru 
Available online at www.sciencedirect.com
© 013 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd.
lection and/or peer-revi w under respon ibility of Russian P ychological Society
Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license.
Open access under CC BY-NC-ND license.
350   N.R. Salikhova /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  86 ( 2013 )  349 – 354 
individualism, which are often compared [1], [2]. Prime examples of countries where such is done are the USA and 
East Asia. Russia is often referred to a culture in which collectivist orientations prevail, however, in some aspects it is 
intermediate, bearing similarities to both western and eastern cultures. 
Cross-cultural specifics of the conceptual aspect of personal value-meaning systems are usually studied separately 
from their dynamic aspect. The concept "dynamic" is used here in a sense which goes back to the idea of dynamic 
systems of forces and tension proposed in psychoanalysis. This paper discusses the tension that arises out of the 
conflict between value-saturated existential expectations and the perceived degree of realization of personal values in 
life. 
Operational indicators of such tensions bring out the discrepancy between the assessed importance of personal 
values and the perceived degree of realization of such values in actual life, as well as the interdependence of these 
evaluations.  
Research shows that a person estimates a valu inance of 
existential attitudes  its realizability and unfeasibility [3], [4]. 
The predominance of realizability is expressed as aspiration to reconcile a val
is reached either as a result of external actions to implement the values in reality or due to internal, compensatory 
actions, such as defense mechanisms that lower the measure of value due to its unattainability. Respectively, people do 
what they can do in life, value what they have, and lower th
personal values in actual life situations. n  (RI)  the positive correlation between the parameters 
ity  serves as its empirical indicator. 
a personal value s realization in 
actual life and initiates their search outside the current life situation. It is expressed in the disparity or even polarization 
between the measures of importance and attainability of a value. They diverge from one another, with an increase of 
one parameter leading to the decline of another; what is attainable loses value while what is not attainable appears to 
because it has not been caught, and everything that is within the attainable zone loses value: it is impossible to estimate 
the value of the sand of the Sahara and the ice of Antarctica. 
irect correlative 
portance and attainability, serve as 
empirical indicators. 
Earlier it was shown that the predominance of one of the above described existential attitudes is the internal 
condition for solving qualitatively different life problems that substantially corresp
existential interaction with the world, as described by D.A. Leontiev [5]
corresponds to the phase of existential closedness, where a person realizes his acquired senses and values in life. The 
predominance of unfeasibility corresponds to the phase of existential openness to new conceptual horizons, when a 
person exhausts the meaning potential of former vital reference points and looks for or creates for himself new ones. 
Existential attitudes of realizability and unfeasibility of personal values complement each other and regularly alternate 
lopment [3], [4]. 
These dynamic characteristics of personal value-meaning systems have been studied in sufficient detail but in 
Russia, however, they were not analyzed from the point of cross-cultural comparisons. Not clear also, is the socio-
cultural specifics of the hierarchy of values accompanied by differences in the dynamic aspects of personal value-
meaning systems, in particular, by the predominance of realizability or unfeasibility of personal values. The goal of this 
research is to raise this question and to reveal socio-cultural specifics of conceptual and dynamic aspects of personal 
value meaning systems of Russian and American students. 
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2. Method 
2.1. Participants 
The participants consisted of 56 senior students: 28 students of Columbia University (New York, USA) and 28 students 
of Kazan State University (Kazan, Russia).  The age of the participants was between 21 and 23 years, and the mean 
age was 21.74 years. 
2.2. Materials 
In order to collect empirical data the M. Rokeach technique as modified by E.B. Fantalova [6] was used. In 
pairs students compared twelve terminal values by criteria of their importance and attainability. The list included 
the following values: active life, health (both physical and mental), interesting job, the beauty of nature and art, 
love (both sensual and spiritual closeness to a partner), wealth (absence of financial constraints), close friendship, 
self-confidence (absence of inner conflicts and doubts), cognition (including ability to extend knowledge and get 
new experience), freedom (independence of mind and action), happy family life, creativity. Each group of 
students was given the list of values in their native languages. 
The following criteria were defined in each group: 1) importance of each of the values; 2) attainability rate; 3) 
personal realizability index of the values calculated as correlation between a value's importance and attainability 
for each student (Pearson's r); 4) mean value of individual indexes in each sample; 5) realizability (correlation 
between importance and attainability) and unfeasibility (correlation between parameters of importance and the 
difference between its importance and attainability) indexes of each value according to group data. 
3. Results and discussions 
The comparative analysis of hierarchy of values (see Table 1) of the Russian and American students revealed 
points common to all students with a number of differences. Both groups mentioned active life, wealth and love 
as high-ranking values, whereas creativity and the beauty of nature and art were low-ranking values. Self-
confidence was ranked eighth in both groups. The greatest difference in the values assessment, apparently due to 
cultural differences, was the ranking of freedom, health, cognition and close friendship. Freedom was more 
important to the American students (ranked three compared to a ranking of nine in the Russian group). Close 
friendship was more important to the Russian students (ranked three versus a rank of eight among the American 
students). Cognition was higher for the American students (ranked seven compared to eleven). 
Comparing each v able 2) demonstrated that an active life and cognition 
appeared to be considered most attainable in both groups. The most unattainable, with small variations, were 
wealth, creativity and a happy family life. The most significant differences were revealed in the attainability of 
freedom, an interesting job and close friendship. 
The attainability of freedom and an interesting job was higher among the American students, whereas close 
friendship was evaluated as more attainable by the Russian students. 
The difference in the importance and attainability of close friendship is derived from traditional Russian 
communal values. Close friendship is valued more highly by the Russians. The American students, on the other 
hand, demonstrated a higher interest in self-oriented values, such as an interesting job and cognition.  This is 
typical of North American culture. At the same time, similarities between the importance and attainability of 
several values could be explained by the fact that both groups of students belong to the same social and age 
group. 
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Table 1. Comparison of the importance of values for Russian and American students 
Values American stu  Russian stu  -test 
Active life 8,0 (2,7) 9,0 (2,2) -1,3 
Health  6,6 (2,9) 8,3 (2,7) -2,0* 
Interesting job 4,3 (1,6) 5,1 (2,1) -1,4 
The beauty of nature and art 1,7 (2,0) 1,2 (1,8) 0,6 
Love 7,6 (2,5) 7,4 (2,3) 0,1 
Wealth  8,8 (2,4) 8,0 (1,8) 1,3 
Close friendship 3,2 (2,3) 5,9 (2,7) -3,6*** 
Self-confidence  4,7 (2,3) 5,0 (2,1)  -0,3 
Cognition  5,0 (2,2) 1,9 (1,6) 5,6*** 
Freedom  7,7 (2,6) 4,6 (2,0) 4,6*** 
Happy family life 6,4 (2,4) 7,1 (2,5) -0,8 
Creativity 2,0 (2,3) 2,6 (2,3) -0,8 
Legend:  average,   dispersion; asterisks indicate statistically significant values at the level <0,05 (*), <0,001 (***). 
 
Table 2. Comparison of attainability values in the samples of Russian and American students 
Values American stu  Russian stu   t-test 
Active life 8,9 (2,7) 8,7 (2,2) 0,1 
Health  4,7 (1,8) 5,5 (1,7) -1,6 
Interesting job 6,1 (1,9) 4,8 (2,5) 2,0* 
The beauty of nature and art 3,9 (3,2) 5,4 (2,2)  -1,8 
Love 6,9 (3,0) 7,4 (2,3) -0,6 
Wealth  2,9 (2,3) 2,7 (2,0) 0,2 
Close friendship 4,6 (2,7) 8,0 (2,5) -4,5*** 
Self-confidence  5,6 (2,4) 6,1 (2,0) -0,7 
Cognition  8,5 (2,1) 9,3 (2,5) -1,2 
Freedom  8,6 (2,0) 3,9 (1,9) 8,3*** 
Happy family life 2,5 (3,0) 2,0 (3,1) 0,5 
Creativity 2,9 (2,7) 2,1 (2,4) 1,0 
Legend:   dispersion; asterisks indicate statistically significant values at the level , . 
 
Comparing the individual realizability indexes demonstrated that they are much higher (at the level 
among American students compared with Russians (Table 3). American students value highly what they already 
possess, approaching the values more realistically. At the same time they decrease the value of unattainable items. 
Russian students, on the other hand, estimate inaccessible 
more than . 
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Table 3. Comparison of individual realizability indexes (RI) in groups of American and Russian students 
Parameters RI   ) -test t-crit. Statistical significant level 
American students (n=23) 0,37 (0,18) 
 3,0 2,56    
Russian students (n=23) 0,07 (0,42) 
 
Similar distinctions are revealed when realizability and unfeasibility indexes at certain life areas are compared 
(table 4). The majority of the American students (58%, or 7 of 12) assessed the importance of a value as directly 
connected to its attainability. The Russian students assessed only two values this way. At the same time, for the 
majority of values (75%, or 9 of 12) in this sample dependence exists among levels of value's importance and 
difference between its importance and attainability. In other words, the unfeasibility index is greatly expressed. 
The most opposing values in this respect were an active life, self-confidence, and creativity. Love, health and 
cognition demonstrated a slightly less expressed difference of the same origin. 
Table 4. Values realizability (RI) and unfeasibility (UI) indexes among American and Russian students 
Values American students 
RI                             UI 
Russian students 
RI                             UI 
Active life 0,74*** 0,37 0,16 0,64*** 
Health  0,45* 0,79*** 0,06 0,84*** 
Interesting job 0,53** 0,34 0,27 0,39* 
The beauty of nature and art 0,44* 0,22 0,60** 0,04 
Love 0,68*** 0,29 -0,05 0,72*** 
Wealth  0,19 0,65*** -0,13 0,73*** 
Close friendship 0,75*** 0,16 0,57** 0,45* 
Self-confidence  0,74*** 0,29 0,29 0,60** 
Cognition  0,49* 0,52** -0,20 0,65*** 
Freedom  0,16 0,74*** 0,08 0,70*** 
Happy family life 0,03 0,74*** 0,37 0,41* 
Creativity 0,60** 0,30 0,06 0,67*** 
Asterisks indicate the values of reached statistical significance at the p-level ,  
 
All the foregoing leads us to the conclusion that the American students implement their potentiality of 
initiative at the degree allowing them to fulfill their capabilities within the limits of their own reality of meaning. 
These students will fulfill their capability of professional growth at a better and fuller degree while studying at 
university. The Russian students, in their turn, seem to be fulfilling their potentiality of initiative at a lesser 
degree. They are, therefore, in the process of an inner search for meaning, striving for the ability and readiness to 
make new life decisions. This might lead to re-making a choice within the limits of their current sphere, e.g. in the 
form of changing their college, university or major. Moreover, this might also lead to a complete change of other 
spheres of their lives, and even to the temporary banning of any activity directed at developing their professional 
and personal skills and experience. These students will be less task-oriented and effective at fulfilling the 
potential of their professional growth as provided by education and training process. 
The above described situation could be said to be a result of rapid social and economic changes taking place in 
Russia. Students make their choice of career under a greater pressure of uncertainty. The profession they choose 
is not necessarily connected to their future employment. At the same time in Russia there is significantly less 
354   N.R. Salikhova /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  86 ( 2013 )  349 – 354 
USA. Due to this fact Russian students tend to be uncertain about their aims even after they have chosen their 
alma mater and throughout their education period. This uncertainty is reflected in the peculiarities of dynamic 
aspects of personal value-meaning systems. 
4. Conclusions 
This research has revealed similarities, as well as differences, of substantial and dynamic parameters of 
personal value-meaning systems of American and Russian students. Similarities could be explained by the fact 
that participants from both groups, all being students, belonged to the same social and age groups, whereas 
differences could be derived from the individualistic trend in American culture on the one hand, and the 
prevailing collectivist orientation of the Russian culture on the other hand. Differences in the dynamic parameters 
witness to the fact that American students have already defined their life goals and are in the process of their 
fulfillment, whereas Russian students are still searching for meaningful life perspectives. 
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